





































which	were	the	same	for	everyone	and	the	outcome	of	a	previous	group	brainstorming.	This	first	collaboration	in	pairs	made	us	force	the	boundaries	of	what	is	considered	a	common	kind	of	interaction	as	we	had	to	tap	into	our	inner	source	of	creativity	and	negotiate	our	ideas	with	a	stranger.	For	Ellie1	this	meant	starting	to	know	her	storytelling	partner	in	a	deep	and	personal	manner,	and	immediately	connecting	with	and	trusting	her	imaginative,	good-natured	and	enthusiastic	personality.	For	Maggie,	the	one-to-one	experience	of	collaboratively	writing	a	story	contributed	to	‘break	the	ice’	further	in	order	to	build	rapport	and	trust.	Through	this	activity	and	others	during	the	first	day	of	the	workshop,	intimacy	is	generated	out	of	collaborative	and	creative	encounters	as	well	as	originating	from	the	sharing	of	personal	stories.	The	facilitated	trajectory	involved	in	creating	mutual	trust	and	intimacy	prior	to	sharing	the	stories	raises	important	questions	on	the	role	of	affect,	mutual	responsibility	and	care	in	the	creation	of	a	shared	intimate	sphere.							Prior	to	the	creation	of	a	trusting	relationship	with	the	research	participants	through	the	DS	workshop	activities,	we	introduced	the	workshop	as	something	we	were	doing	for	our	nascent	research	project	while	offering	the	opportunity	of	acquiring	further	digital	literacy	(Gubrium	et	al,	2014b,	p.	1606)	and	use	of	AV	techniques	mostly	through	guidance	and	supervision.	Both	of	us	felt	that	this	was	a	difficult	position	to	be	in-	we	had	to	reassure	our	research	participants	of	our	ethical	way	of	working	whilst	at	the	same	time	admitting	to	the	fact	that	we	were	going	to	use	the	stories	for	our	own	research.		We	had	to	face	the	challenge	of	creating	an	intimate	sphere	based	on	trust	according	to	this	slippery	and	potentially	dangerous	trade	off.	The	fact	that	both	researchers	were	also	participating	in	equal	terms	thanks	to	the	external	DS	facilitator’s	guidance	helped	them	to	gain	the	trust	of	the	research	participants.	Ultimately	the	creation	of	an	intimate	sphere	was	made	possible	by	the	researchers’	positionality	as	both	outsiders	and	insiders	to	the	story	circle	and	their	sharing	of	personal	and	affective	stories	of	migration,	displacement,	belonging	and	work.			As	such,	DS	alleviates	some	of	the	common	issues	encountered	in	other	(auto-)	biographical	methods	where	the	relationship,	although	giving	tenor	to	individuals’	stories	and	subjectivities,	is	similar	to	the	interview	situation	as	participants	are	asked	to	retell	their	story,	often	in	a	linear	manner.	DS	disrupts	this	linearity	both	in	the	retelling	of	the	story	and	the	selection	of	its	key	components	around	the	story	circle	and	as	such	in	its	relationship	to	the	researcher.	DS	situates	itself	in	autobiographical	genre,	which	has	been	appropriated	but	also	critically	evaluated	by	feminists	(Cosslett	et	al,	2000, Letherby 2015	),	but	it	adds	to	this	tradition	that	aims	to	connect	the	personal	and	the	political	thanks	to	an	emphasis	on	intimacy.	This	emphasis	further	fosters	the	ground	for	women’s	voices	as	knowledge	to	be	given	a	space	of	expression	through	self-representation.	In	this	respect,	we	however	recognise	that	the	personal	and	the	political	intertwine	on	the	one	hand	in	the	telling	of	the	story	and	on	the	other	hand	in	the	interpretation	and	retelling	of	another	woman’s	story	as	in	other	auto-biographical	methods	(Ostrov	Weisser,	1996). 		The	intimate	sphere	created	during	the	DS	workshop	also	allows,	in	our	opinion,	to	challenge	the	common	belief	according	to	which	research	participants	are	at	deficit	when	it	comes	to	power	relations.	We	believe	that	research	participants	hold	their	own	
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